Domestic violence remains a major public policy concern despite two decades of policy intervention. To eliminate police inaction in response to domestic violence, many states have passed mandatory arrest laws, which require the police to arrest abusers when a domestic violence incident is reported. These laws were justified by a randomized experiment in Minnesota which found that arrests reduced future violence. This experiment was conducted during a time period when arrest was optional. Using the FBI Supplementary Homicide Reports, I find mandatory arrest laws actually increased intimate partner homicides. I hypothesize that this increase in homicides is due to decreased reporting. I investigate validity of this reporting hypothesis by examining the effect of mandatory arrest laws on family homicides where the victim is less often responsible for reporting. For family homicides, mandatory arrest laws appear to reduce the number of homicides. This study therefore provides evidence that these laws may have perverse effects on intimate partner violence, harming the very people they seek to help.
INTRODUCTION
Women are more likely to be beaten, raped, or killed by a current or former male partner than by anyone else (Epstein, 1999) . Despite two decades of increased public awareness, domestic violence remains a serious public policy issue in the United States. States, faced with increased liability for police inaction in the mid-eighties to late-nineties, passed laws requiring the warrentless arrests of individuals police believe to be responsible for misdemeanor assault of an intimate partner. Many of these policies were justified by results from a randomized experiment that demonstrated that arrests were effective at deterring future violence. This experiment was extended to support mandating arrest in all cases of domestic violence.
However, the experiment provided no evidence on the effectiveness of a public policy requiring arrest. Policies which mandate arrest (i.e. make arrests certain, conditional on reporting) may have a different result from experiments which probabilistically apply arrest. Indeed the empirical analysis presented in this paper demonstrates that mandatory arrest laws increase intimate partner homicides. One reason for this is that a known policy of arrest may affect the decision by victims to seek police intervention making the application of experimental results to the public policy of required arrests inappropriate. In particular, it appears that the certainty of arrest dissuades victims from reporting abuse to the police resulting in higher rates of intimate partner abuse.
Using a difference-in-difference framework, I tested to see if mandatory arrest laws affected the level of domestic violence. I found that intimate partner homicides increased by about 60 percent in states with mandatory arrest laws. These results may be due to changes in the reporting behavior of victims in response to the certainty of arrest. Because police intervention may decrease the risk of escalation and thus the risk of homicides, this rise in homicide rates is consistent with a decline in reporting for intimate partner homicides. Results from a similar analysis of non-intimate partner family member homicides show declines in these homicides in response to mandatory arrest laws. These results are also consistent with the reporting explanation. In most cases of child abuse, the reporting of abuse comes from a third party (such as a teacher or doctor). In such cases the certainty of arrest does not shift the incentives of the third party to report, and as such we would expect to see a deterrence effect from arrest. Thus, the declines in familial homicides represent evidence consistent with the theory that a decline in reporting by victims may be responsible for the perverse effects of mandatory arrest laws.
This studies attempts to provide a careful evaluation of a public policy that currently enjoys both popular and financial support. This enhanced understanding of the full range effects generated by arrest laws for domestic abuse will hopefully be useful in constructing a more effective criminal justice response to domestic violence. This paper also highlights an important consideration for policy makers; criminal justice policies aimed at deterring violence must concern themselves with both the probability of detection and the actual penalty enhancement.
Laws like mandatory arrest laws may fail if the responsiveness of victims to incentives generated by these policies is larger than the response of criminals to the cost of the new penalty. Thus, increasing criminal sanctions without concern for the impact on the probability of detection may generate perverse outcomes from public policy. In addition, because of the powerful role the empirical social science research played in the case of this policy, this study provides a cautionary tale about using experimental results to justify new policies. The misapplication of experiments without concern for the ways in which policies might deviate from experiments may result in government programs that become counterproductive, harming the very people they seek to help.
II. THE EMERGENCE OF MANDATORY ARREST LAWS FOR INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE
Policies that encourage or require arrest of domestic abusers play a prominent role in the government's attempt to combat domestic violence. This is in part because the criminalization of domestic violence represented the major shift in the acceptance and treatment of domestic violence and in part because arrest laws represent a transparent mechanism by which the government can enforce anti-violence statutes.
The criminal justice response to intimate partner violence has been codified in many jurisdictions through policies which encourage or mandate the arrest of individuals who commit domestic abuse. Currently, fourteen states and the District of Columbia have passed mandatory arrest laws. These laws requires police to arrest a suspect without a warrant, if there is probable cause to suspect that an individual has committed some form of assault (either misdemeanor or felonious) against an intimate partner or family member. An additional eight states have recommended arrest laws, which specify arrest as a recommended but not required when confronted with probable cause that an intimidate partner or familial assault has occurred. States in both of these groups are reported in Table 1 .
[ In 1984, the U.S. Attorney General established domestic violence as a crime by ordering all criminal justice agencies to treat it as such. In the same year, Congress passed the Family Violence Prevention and Services Act, which funded some domestic violence programs (for shelters, counseling, research, and training of law enforcement agencies). Also in 1984, the Victims of Crime Act allocated $150 million for grant aid to survivors of crimes. Priority for this grant aid was given to victims of domestic violence, sexual assault, and child abuse (Brooks, 1997) . 2 In 1984, Tracey Thurman, a battered woman was awarded 2.3 million dollars in damages from the city of Torrington, Connecticut. The Torrington Police failed to intervene in Thurman's domestic dispute despite her frequent calls for help resulting in severe injuries and permanent paralysis for Ms. Thurman. This decision signaled a shift in legal liability where not only individual officers but also police departments could be held liable for failure served as motivation for municipalities to protect themselves from liability issues by implementing more aggressive arrest policies. 3 The establishment of police liability in domestic violence cases, created the desire to monitor and regulate police enforcement of restraining orders and intervention in violent incidents. A natural means to do this was the removal of police discretion through a policy which mandated arrest. However, arrest policies might not have been so widely adopted had it not been for the second event-the Minnesota Domestic Violence
Experiment. The results of this experiment were used by US Department of Justice, academics, legislators, and criminal justice spokespersons to justify and support mandatory arrest policies (Mignon et. al., 1995) . 4 For example, the Violence Against Women Act (1994) used the results from this experiment to justify grants and funds to support pro-arrest policies in various states.
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This change in funding and availability of training encouraged several more states to pass mandatory arrest laws
The use of mandatory arrest laws was thus in many respects predicated on the results of the Minnesota Domestic Violence Experiment (MDVE). This experiment, funded by the Minnesota Police Department, the Police Foundation, and the Department of Justice, was run by randomly assigned a police response to domestic violence calls (Wanless, 1996) . Police applied one of three possible treatments: (1) advising and counseling the couple, (2) separating the individuals, or (3) arresting the suspect. Researchers then interviewed the victims shortly after police involvement and then followed up every two weeks for six months. The original results found that arresting the suspect resulted in substantially less future violence than did either advising or counseling (Sherman, 1992) . 6 An in depth evaluation of the results by Tauchen and Witte (1995) found that arrest resulted in significantly more deterrence than either advising or to protect battered women. Twenty-four police officers, as well as the City of Torrington were held accountable for their failure to intervene (Sparks, 1997 Bracher (1996) for a discussion of these cases. For a more detailed discussion on the legislative history of mandatory arrest laws, see Buzawa and Buzawa (1996) and Stark (1993) . 4 While the results from the experiment formed the justification for many pro-arrest policies, the authors and other experts cautioned against generalizing from these findings. While this experiment provided support for the contention that arrest deters abuse, the applicability of the findings is uncertain. The public in general and battered women in particular
were not informed of this experiment. Thus, the experiment actually tested the effect of a probabilistic arrest rather than a deterministic policy which requires arrest. This difference is significant because of behavioral differences that may arise in an ongoing nature of the relationship between the battered women and their abusers. A noteworthy difference between a mandatory arrest policy and the MDVE is the potential response by battered women to the certainty of an arrest of their abuser. The response by batterers relative to the response by victims to the increased costs of abuse may be relevant when determining the efficacy of an intervention such as mandatory arrest laws.
Thus, while a full discussion of the political economy of the emergence of domestic violence laws is beyond the scope of this paper, the motivation of most of these arrest laws does not appear to have been the level of intimate partner violence. In a detailed analysis of the motivations for mandatory arrest laws, Stark (1993) states that the most important reason for passing mandatory arrest laws was controlling police behavior in response to political pressure and liability exposure. Reducing the level of violence was actually only of distant concern after the desire to stop immediately violence and avoid liability from inaction. Additionally, in as much as public pressure existed regarding the passage of these laws, this pressure was not due to the level of violence but rather perceived government treatment of offenders. For example, Buzawa and Buzawa (1993) argue that alternative reforms (such as mediation) were dismissed by inappropriate or sexist as American society became more conservative and punitive towards offenders. Thus, while these laws were not passed as parts of omnibus "tough on crime" legislation, they represent the desire to adopt a more punitive approach to crime. Finally, the timing of arrest law passages appears to be tied to both the publication of the MDVE results, the promotion of these results by the Justice department in subsequent years, and finally federal funding of these policies after 1994. 7 Thus, these laws appear to be at least plausibly exogenous and useful means of identifying the effects of the certainty of arrest on intimate partner violence.
III. QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF MANDATING ARREST
To test the effectiveness of mandatory arrest laws, I consider the effect of these laws on intimate partner abuse. This requires special attention to the total number of incidents of domestic violence not simply the number of reported incidents because the fraction of incidents that are reported to the police is potentially affected by this policy. 8 If I cannot observe unreported incidents, changes in the number of reported incidents and change in the total number of incidents (both reported and unreported) are observationally equivalent. 9 In part because I can observe victim-offender relationship and in part because these crimes are almost perfectly reported, I use measure of intimate partner homicides as a way to measure intimate partner abuse. Assuming that police intervention can reduce the probability of violence changes in the intimate partner homicide measure may provide insight into the impact of mandatory arrest laws on intimate partner violence.
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To illustrate how changes in the level of homicides can be linked to the total number of abusive incidents, consider a model where with some small probability, p, domestic abuse escalates to murder. For n intimate partner incidents, the number of homicides in a jurisdiction is then pn. Next, suppose that the probability of reporting given violence decreases in after the passage of mandatory arrest laws. This failure to report to the police can increase the rate of intimate partner homicide in two ways. First, police presence, regardless of the police response, can disrupt a violent incident keeping the violence level below a certain threshold. Thus, the 7 For further discussion of this, see Gelles (1993) which describes the rapidity of the law changes and the timing of various changes and law/policy changes at the city and state level. 8 The National Incident Based Reporting System which does provide identification of the victim-offender relationships is therefore ill-suited to the purposes of this study. Because the NIBRS is comprised solely of reported incidents, analysis of this data is not useful for measuring the true incidence of domestic violence. 9 An ideal data source for this type of analysis would be the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) with state level identifiers. Although previous researchers were able to access geo-coded versions of this data (see for example Farmer and Tiefenthaler, 2003) , recent changes in the administration and management of the NCVS make such access no longer possible. Some analysis using this data previous obtained suggests that mandatory arrest laws may reduce intimate partner violence but also reduce the number of cases which are reported in the system. (Dugan, 2003) . Additional information about reasons why NCVS access is no longer possible is available upon request. 10 The linkage between misdemeanor assault prevalence and intimate partner homicide is well established. See for example Gwinn and O'Dell (1993) . Moreover the underlying causes are linked see Mercy and Saltzman (1989) victim's decision not to notify the police may face an increased p. Second, if arrest, conditional on reporting, deters violence, then the reduction in reporting also reduces the number of arrests which reduces the deterrence effect. Thus, the decision not to notify the police increases n relative to a situation where the police are called. We would therefore expect intimate partner homicides to be associated with changes in reporting rates even though homicides themselves are not reported by the victim.
To construct a dataset of intimate partner homicides, I use the FBI Uniform Crime Estimates are then scaled using census estimates for state population.
[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]
A plot of the trend in various types of homicides before and after mandatory arrest laws, suggests that these laws may have had a significant impact on intimate partner abuse. Figure 1 shows the rate of intimate partner and family homicide rates as a function of time since the arrest law change. There appears to be a discrete increase of about 0.4 intimate partner homicides per 100,000. There is only a small decline in the number of family violence homicides. In contrast, Figure 2 shows that recommended arrest laws have relatively little effect on intimate partner or familial homicides. Similarly, figure 3 shows no effect on uncovered homicides in states with either recommended or mandatory arrest laws.
[
FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE] [FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE] [FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE]
Comparing intimate partner homicides in states with and without arrest laws before and after the passage of these laws, I estimate a linear regression of the impact of mandatory arrest laws on the number of intimate partner homicides per 100,000 inhabitants. Column (1) of Table   3 reports some coefficients from this regression. The mandatory arrest effect variable is defined as 1 in states that passed mandatory arrest laws in the years after the law was passed. Similarly, recommended arrest effect variable equals 1 in states that passed recommended arrest laws in the years after the law was passed. The results suggest that mandatory arrest laws are responsible for an additional 0.8 murders per 100,000 people. This corresponds to a 54 percent increase in intimate partner homicides. There does not appear to be a significant effect in recommended arrest law states, although the coefficient is negative it is measured relatively imprecisely.
Estimates in columns (2) and (3) of table 3, control for some other state characteristics and correlates of crime rates. To measure unemployment I used the average annual state unemployment rate derived from the Current Population Survey. To measure the violent crime rate, I used the number of rape, robbery, and assault crime reports per 100,000 people from the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports. Column (2) of Table 3 reports these results. There appears to be little effect of these limited covariates on the mandatory arrest law effect.
[ Stevenson and Wolfers (2006) . After including these covariates, the coefficient on the effect of mandatory arrest laws on intimate partner homicides shrinks to about 0.76, which is slightly smaller but similar in magnitude to the estimates from previous specification.
Columns (6) and (7) To estimate the effect of the adoption of these laws over time, the specifications reported in column (4) includes a time since law change interaction effect. Combined with the year fixed effects this both controls for any differences at a given point in time (year fixed effect) as well as differences generated from the duration of the law (years since law change). The main effect of mandatory arrest laws corresponds to the effect of mandatory arrest laws in the initial year of passage. This effect is about half the size of previously estimated effect and insignificant.
However, while the effect in the initial year is not significantly different than zero, the effect in the second year (the mandatory arrest law main effect plus the 1 year post-law change effect) is about .7 and is significant with a p-value of 0.02. The total law effect in later years is similarly significant (although the 2 years post -law effect is significantly only at the 10 percent level) and there does not appear to be a significantly different effect of these laws over time.
Because mandatory arrest laws were an important means by which domestic violence became represented and treated as a criminal justice issue (as compared to a family or community problem), we might be concerned that these laws will have a disparate impact on communities which have greater mistrust of the criminal justice system. In particular, some studies have shown that African American women may be especially reluctant to report crimes to the police, preferring instead to handle instances within their own communities. 14 To evaluate the effect on different subgroups of interest, columns (2), (3), and (4) of Table 4 compare the effect of mandatory arrest laws on intimate partner homicides committed between White couples, African-American couples and Asian couples respectively. There appears to be no significant difference in the response of white and black couples and there appears to be only a small effect of these arrest laws on homicides in Asian couples. This give provides some evidence that the negative effect of mandatory arrest laws is not due to a disproportionately strong response in particular communities.
[ Intimate partner homicides of females increase about 50 percent, a similar percent increase to the main, unrestricted estimate (presented in column 1 of Table 4 ). In contrast, homicides of males by their female intimate partners are not significantly affected by mandatory arrest laws.
14 This point is highly contested. Evidence from the National Crime Victimization Survey suggests that African American women report intimate partner violence at higher rates than do their white or Asian counterparts (see for example Rennison, 2001 ). However, surveys and outreach workers cite general mistrust of the police, mistreatment of the police and concerns that reporting will send partners with criminal records back to prison as reasons why under-reporting may be more prevalent in African American communities (see Hampton, Oliver, and Magarian, 2003; Bobbit and Williams, 2006) Overall, this suggests that most of the effect is likely driven by the response of women in abusive situations to the law change. This evidence is consistent with studies that suggest that battered women who kill their husbands do so more often when they have fewer extra-legal opportunities. 15 As a result, these homicides may be less responsive to changes in women's opportunities within the criminal justice system (such as arrest law policies).
In an effort to verify the difference-in-difference framework, I test the effect of mandatory arrest laws on various sets of uncovered homicides. If the difference-in-difference estimates find a significant effect of mandatory arrest laws on homicides between individuals who should be unaffected by domestic and family violence laws, then it is likely the differences identified above may be unrelated to the passage of these laws.
For the purposes of these falsification tests, I define a class of homicides called "other homicides" which includes homicides committed against employees, employers, friends, other known individuals, and strangers. 16 These homicides should be unaffected by mandatory arrest laws. I estimate two specifications, one with only state and year fixed effects, and one with the full set of covariates described above. The results from these regressions are reported in Table 5, columns (1) and (2). In both specifications, neither mandatory arrest laws nor recommended arrest laws have a significant effect on the homicide level of uncovered homicides. To more closely approximate the homicides of females, I also estimate these two specifications on a count of "other homicides" which have female victims. The results from these two regressions are reported in columns (3) and (4) of Table 5 and again, there appears to be no significant effect of these laws on homicide rates. Finally, I test the effect of arrest laws on intimate and familial homicides which are uncovered by arrest laws. These include homicides committed by boyfriends, girlfriends, homosexual partners, and non-nuclear family relatives. The results are reported in columns (5) and (6) of Table 5 . These results suggest that there is no significant effect of these laws on uncovered homicides.
[ O'Keefe (1997) This is also consistent with evidence that finds female perpetrated abuse is affected not by criminal justice options but by outside extra-legal resources (e.g. shelters) (Browne and Williams (1989) . 16 I have excluded homicides committed by individuals of "unknown relationship." While it is likely that these homicides were not committed by immediate family members or intimate partners, it is was not possible to estimate the subset of these homicides that would be covered and thus all are excluded. For additional information on this point see the data appendix
IV. REPORTING BEHAVIOR AND THE UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES OF ARREST LAWS
The quasi-experimental results presented in this study appear to conflict with the findings of the MDVE. The conflict can be explained by recognizing that the MDVE actually estimated the effect of an actual arrest conditional on reporting while the estimates presented in this study estimate the unconditional effect of the certainty of arrest. The MDVE held constant the probability of reporting given violence because all cases in the experiment required an initial report of domestic abuse to the police. Thus, the MDVE estimated the effect of a decrease in the utility to batterers when they abuse and are reported on that abuser's probability of choosing violence in the future. Unfortunately, if the victim bears the full incidence of the increased cost of the increased penalty, then the overall effect of these laws on abuse is theoretically ambiguous (and empirically these laws appear to increase levels of abuse).
In the case of domestic violence, victims may bear the costs of an increased penalty to the abusers in several ways: First, there is a psychological and emotional component of intimate partner abuse that often generates victims who remain committed to their abuser and do not wish to send him to prison. Thus, guilt effectively transfers the cost from abusers to victims.
17
Second, if abusers are arrested but no further legal action is taken, they may return home within a day of their arrest and further terrorize their victim. In a non-experimental evaluation of mandatory arrest as a policy, Lyon (1999) used a logistic model to compare the likelihood of arrest under mandatory arrest laws versus pro-arrest laws in two cities in Michigan. She found that once a victim calls the police to report an incident, she is significantly less likely to call again. She posits this was likely because police intervention in the form of an arrest resulted in retribution by the abuser deterring future reporting. 18 Third, in many cases arrests laws resulted in the victim also being arrested if there was evidence that she (or he) physically assaulted her (or his) partner. In many areas, women constitute nearly 20 percent of domestic violence arrests, 17 Recent research finds that many women do not perceive any benefit from mandatory arrest laws, no drop policies (requiring prosecution conditional on reporting) and mandatory medical reporting and these laws may make them less willing to report in the future. (See Smith, 2000) 18 Rennison (2000) found that fear of reprisal from abuser the most commonly cited cause for not reporting a domestic violence incident. This is hotly contested claim. Mills (1998) based on research by Sherman and Berk (1984) claims that arrests actually increase re-assaults. More recent work by Maxwell, Garner and Fagan (2002) find that there is no significant change in the risk of assault.
a far higher percentage than the estimated proportion of female abusers. 19 Over half of these female arrestees can be identified as previous victims of intimate partner violence (Martin, 1997). Anecdotal evidence from some battered women advocates suggests that these "dual arrests" are the most serious problem with mandatory arrest.
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Dual arrests have serious implications for victims who are immigrants and may be deported if convicted of assault. In addition, those who have children face potential loss of custody during the arrest period. All of these costs may result in an increased unwillingness to report abuse to the police.
To test the plausibility of the reporting story, I considered the effect of mandatory arrest laws on homicides committed against members of the immediate family. Because mandatory arrest laws required the arrest of an abuser in a domestic situation, familial abuse was also covered by these laws. However, unlike for adults, children typically do not report their own physical abuse to police. Instead, abuse is usually detected by an outside adult (such as a teacher or a doctor). 21 In this case reporting would not be a function of the cost of reporting to the abuser. 22 Unlike in intimate partner abuse settings, the escalation of violence in child abuse situations could increase the probability of another adult noticing and therefore reporting the abuse. Given this situation, mandatory arrest laws should reduce the probability of severe violence to children by family members. I therefore defined "family homicides" as homicides committed against a father, mother, step-father, step-mother, son, daughter, step-son, step-19 For example, in Phoenix, AZ, 18 percent of domestic violence arrests are women (AZCASA). Women are thought to be abusers in less than 5 percent of intimate partner violence cases (Dobash, R.P., Dobash, E.E., Wilson, M. & Daly, M. 1992). Though some work suggests there is a surprisingly high rate of female on male abuse (see Strauss and Geller (1980) ) however this work is problematic and for the most part ignores the severity and context of the violence (see Blau, 1998) . This is particularly relevant in the case of intimate partner abuse. For example, suppose a husband spent years beating his wife severely. At the time of the survey, the husband shoved his wife and she immediately threatened him with a knife. The conflict tactics scale (CTS) treats the wife's behavior as aggressive when it is, in context, clearly defensive. Moreover, the CTS fails to properly differentiate acts of violence that constitute severe abuse. When such a breakdown is down, men typically have the higher rates of the most dangerous behaviors, such as firing a gun, repeated their violence more often, and do more physical harm. For a greater discussions see DeKeserdy and Schwartz (1998 Columns (1) and (2) of Table 6 reports the results from a regression of family homicides per 100,000 inhabitants on an indicator for the mandatory arrest laws, an indicator for recommended arrest laws controlling for state and year fixed effects. Column (2) adds the full set of demographic, economic and social policy controls. The results indicate the family homicides decreased by about 0.4 per 100,000, corresponding to a 42 percent decline. 24 Because the reporting hypothesis suggests that arrest laws should more strongly effect the abuse of children rather than the abuse of any residential individual, I estimate two sets of regressions on a more restricted dependent variable. The first restriction I impose is that the victim was a child (either by blood or marriage) of the perpetrator produces similar effects. These results are reported in columns (3) and (4) of Table 6 and are quite similar in percent change terms in homicides rates to the unrestricted family homicides levels. The second restriction I impose is that the children are of school age (i.e. age 6-17). It is certainly possible that abuse of quite small or quite old children may rely more on the reporting by an individual within the household and thus be subject to the same transference of costs as direct victims of intimate partner violence. In contrast, school age children are likely to see teachers, doctors, and nurses on a regular basis. As such, heightened abuse of these children is mostly likely to generate an increased likelihood of third party reporting. As such, we might expect to observe a larger effect of arrest laws on these homicides. Indeed, the results reported in columns (5) and (6) of table 6 suggest a nearly 75 percent reduction in homicides of these children. These results are consistent with the model suggesting that once arrest laws do not rely on reporting by the abused, these laws appear to function as predicted, reducing harm to the protected individuals.
[ Second, the reasons why mandatory arrest laws produce perverse outcomes for victims of domestic violence is also uncertain. If abusers penalize victims with harsher abuse after arrests, then arrests are an insufficient response to domestic violence. In this scenario, stronger sentences and aggressive prosecution policies, which will incapacitate abusers, are necessary to ensure the safety of victims. On the other hand, if mandatory arrest laws fail because of the psychological component of abuse that is based on the emotional bonds between the abuser and the victim making victims unwilling to inflict harsh penalties on their abusers then an alternative approach which does not depend on victims reporting is needed. If the problem is a misapplication of the law (for example, through dual arrests) then preceding the enforcement of arrest laws, comprehensive police training is required. Finally, it is well known in the sociological and psychological literature that arrests are not sufficient to induce victims to leave their abusers. 25 If the objective of arrest laws is to promote a decline in the prevalence of intimate partner violence then policy efforts focused on providing victims the opportunities and resources to leave abusive situations are also required.
The irony that a mandatory arrest law intended to deter abuse actually increases intimate partner homicides is not lost on this author. Given the dangerous and pervasive nature of domestic violence, there is little doubt that state intervention, in some form, is required.
Determining what shape that intervention takes is of vital importance. The results from this study suggest that the threat of arrest is insufficient to deter abusers from killing their victims.
Finding arrests deter victim reporting rather than perpetrator abuse provides valuable insight into the intricacies facing governmental attempts to decrease intimate partner violence. While it appears that mandatory arrest laws are not sufficient to deter abuse, the set of policies that can effectively prevent abuse and protect victims remains an issue for future research 25 See Mills (1998) for a comprehensive discussion of the problem of arrest policy 
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